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- January 22, 2003

Mr. Bryan L. Foley 3

U.S. Department of Energy o = JﬂN 23 2@%3 ’

- P.O.Box 550, MSIN: HO-12 .
 Richland, WA 99352 - S ; - -EDMG

Re: Review of Remedial Investzgatlon Report for the 200-TW-1, 200 TW-Z and ZOG—PW 5
Operable Units - '

Dear Mr. Foley:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Washin gton Department of
Ecology (Ecology) have reviewed the document entitled, “Remedial Investigation Report for
200-TW-1 and 200-TW-2 Operable Untts (includes the 200-PW-5 Operable Umt),” _
‘(DOE/RL-~2002-42 Draft A) Our review comnients are enclosed. The main areas of concern
identified during our review are prov1ded below. : :

The approach to groundwater as it relates to risk charactenzanon is inconsistent w1th
Hanford Advisory Board (HAB) Advice #132, “Exposure Scenarios Task Force on the 200 Area”
and the Tri-Party agenc:les response to same. There is a chance that institutional controls =
protecting against the use of groundwater may fail after 150 ; years (after the predicted period of -
active waste management); so it is important to model the contribution to groundwater
contamination coming from the soil operable units reported on in this document. The drmkmg _
water pathway in the RESRAD (RESidual RADjoactivity) code should be turned on when
modeling the period after 150 years from present in order to predlct the incremental risk to
human health.

This report does not explicitly acknowledge the consideration of Native Amencan users,
which was an element of both the HAB advice and Tri- Party response. The- EPA and Ecology
can provide assistance to correct this oversight.

The U.S. Department of Energy has not submltted a satisfactory ecological evaluat1on for
the 200 Area. We acknowledge that the preparation of a screening-level evaluation is in

progress. Remedial investigation reports are incomplete without charactérization of biota, éither

by reference or on a stand-alone basis. The multiple references in this report.to a draft ecological
evaluation are inappropriate, as that draft document has not been approved because of its
substantial def1c1enc1es
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_ ‘Please direct comments or concemns to Cralg Cameron at (509) 376- 8665 and John Price
at (509) 736 3029 \
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o ,.General

The EPA would like to acknowledge the challenge of incorporating remedial investigation information’ from

| multiple operable units. Incorporation on this scale is something new to us all.

General-

LB

2. A quantitative risk assessment (iricluding d quantitative baseline) will be necessary before a- frnal record of
' decision (ROD) is written. T he Department of Energy has expressed a desire to £o with fmal RODs.on 200 Area
s0il operable units. When will a quanl;ltatWe r1sk assessment be planned‘? Please explam what is pianned more
- specifically in the document. - ‘
3. General One of our rnaln concerns is with'the c1tat10n of the 216 S 9 cribas a representative site for 200:PW-5. while at
the same time saying that no RI activities have been conducted for this site. The fact that we agreed that the 216-
| $-9 ¢rib fits within the bounds of representative sites already sampled nieeds to be indicated. The rationale behind
this agreement needs to be mc]uded We will expect that conﬁrmatory samplmg will demonstrate whether or not
) _ our rationale is correct. : -
4. General ' Some of the data in the report comes frorn earher studles Have the 1adronuchde activities been adjusted for
o  nearly a decade’s worth of decay? '
s General ' We wish to obtain the inputs and software for STOMP so that the USGS can rephcate your vadose zone
| o modeling runs for us. '
6. | General This RT: Report cites more than one document that are not mtended for review and approval by the regulator -
- agenciés (e.g., c1tat10n of° Hanford Site GroundwaZer Momtormg for Fiscal Year 2001 on pg. 5-3), or documents
that were noted as seriously deficient and have not been-approved at this date (e.g., citation of Ecologlcal
| Evaluation of Ihe Hanford 200 Areas ~ Phase I: Compzlatwn of Existing 200 Area. Ecologzcal Data on pg. 5-12).
| References like the former should be used more carefully, and references to draft documents should be deleted.
7. .| General - | The data for 216-B-46, 216-B- 5; 216-B-57 did not include organic and inorganic waste streams How does this
_ , - moet the RCRA requ1rements or the data needs to characterize the site for remedial action?. :
8. General The report riceds to have cons1stency ‘with how nitrate is expressed mserted as NO5 - N or N 03 When '
» o presenting the data through out the repott, how is the nitrate expressed‘? ' _ .
9. General ' The tables that have a Background and Max columns need to remove the (p/Ci) as thls unit of rneasure does not - -
. g apply. to all constituents and the units are located at the other headmgs
" 10. | General - | Clarify.that the Column for MTCA C-Soil Cleannp Level is for direct exposure and the Colurnn for Soﬂ
N | Protection of Groundwater is a MTCA B (most beneficial use) vaIue :
1l. | General | Need information-on the lateral extent of corltammatmn
12. | General Take out all references to pore yolume and COC’s. ' : -
13. | Page I-5, Tt would be nice if the Future Site Uses Working Group 1eport was also mentloned as a source of land use:
R . gurdance Or at least reference: workshops held recently on the Central Plateau. . . . . : o
14. | Page 1-5, A1e the. cumulatlve cancer rlsks flom non-radronuchdes and radronuchdes added for.a total cancer nsk? '




15. | Page 1-5, Is this graded approach to biotic doses consistent with the approach mentioned in other recent documents
| iR ' 1ncIud1ng the work plans for 200-TW-1 and 2 and for 200-MW-17. :
16. | Page 1-6, Hopefully, _enough confirmatory samphng will occur so that a site will only have 1o be reass1gned once and will
5 : not complicate completing the remediation of adj oining sites done under the ROD for this group.
17. | Section 1.1 ' The “Purpose” should be rewritten and re-edited. Much of the latter part of the paragraph addresses methodology
- rather than purpose The “Purpose ‘omits a key purpose which is to evaluate whether the RILhas collected data of
' sufficient quantity and quality fo characterize the nature and extent of contamination.
18. | Section 1.2 Shouldn’t the 200-BP-5 temedial investigation be referenced? ' :
19. | Section 1.2 Was the reference “Hodges, F.N.,-1995, In Preparation, Hanford B-S Reverse Well Controls on Radronuchde
' | Distribution, WHC-EP-0863, Westmghouse Hanford Company, Rich Washmgton” ever completed and should it
: | be included here (and the information used in this RI Report)? -
20. | Section 1.3,  The reference to “detaﬂed description of the data validation effort” in Appendix A is actua]ly in Appendrx B.
2 This type of error; although mlnor suggests that the document would benefit from re- echtmg at a hlgher level of
o technical edit, ' -
21. | Section1.3.2 - | The “Introduction” section would bea good place to introduce the Hanford Adv1sory Board (HAB) Advice #132,
: : “Exposure Scenanos Task Force on the 200. Area” and the Tri- Party response, including the 200 Area 11sk
_ framework. :
- 22, | Section 1.3.2 This section introduces the CLUP context forland use. Itshould also mtroduce for context the Plesrdentlal
- Proclamation of the Hanford Reach Natronal Monument and especrally the June 9 2000 Presrdentlal memo to
S - | the Secretary of Energy
23. Page 2-1, 2““‘][, Choose elther as or because :
‘last sentence ' : N
24. | Page2-5, 'There is 1no 1nd1(:at10n that thls is for 200 -PW-5
Y8 & 4.
- 25. | Page 2-0, Where is borehole 299—E33—23 on th1s map‘?
" Figure 2-1 : :
26. | Section 3.2 The data from Smtth (1980) appear to be re]atlvely 1mportant to th1s RI How were those data evaluated in terms
- of quality?
27. | Page 3-6, C]early state that gloundwater w111 be MICA B and soil will be MTCA C._
q2 _ .
28. | Page 3-7, Need_sor_ne spemfrcs to k_now how_ slr_m_lar the srtuatlons are for 216vB-46 _and 216-B-49.
29. | Page 3-7, How were COC’s ChOSen. Was operational history evaluated?
1. 2. '
30. | Page 3.7, Llst de used and what they are based ¢ on.
: lastq.
31. | Page 3-8, Text should be added explammg the main drfferences between the old contaminant distribution model and the
' 5. updated one. This should be done 1 in each case where the model was updated for sites and should 1nc1ude the




“rationale for the changes (i.e. how new information led to a better Understanding of actual conditions).

32.

.- Page .3-9,

_ | These paragraphs are a poorly written summary-of the 200-BP-1. report and should be revised. For example
1L &2 ‘e The first paragraph lists a range of contaminanis, e.g:, metals, TBP and PCBs in addition to radionuclides.
' " The next paragraph states that “contaminantion was' observed to a dépth of 236 ft (72 m) bgs.” ‘The reader -
'_ could logrcally conclude that metals TBP and PCBs ate found to that depth (whxch probably isn’t true- f01 _
al)o o '
o The statement that “detalls of the 200-BP 1 RI are presented in DOE—RL (1993b)” is true; but: -
o -Add a statement about the important results are: provxded in this RI Report (and provide those results),
and
‘o Indicate details of what (that isn’t provrded here) What detaﬁs would be 1mportant enough for the
3 - . __reader to track down that other referenee9 =
33. | Page 3-9, ' Prov1de a cross-section.
_ 12. : ‘
34. | Page 3-10,. What do you thmk is 1he reason why there isa 51gmf1cant reductron in the level of contamination assocmted wrth
. q2 R the top of the sand-dominated sequenoe" ' g R
35. | Page 3-10, ' How significant was the reduction in the levels of contammanon and s.1gn1ftcant comp'tred to what (1equ1res a
q2.. - text revision)? ‘
© 36. | Page 3-10, How significant were the concentrauons of bismuth and’ sod1um and s1gn1f10'1nt eompared to What (requires a
|3 - text revision)?
37, | Page.3-11, | The data for the 216-B- 5 Reverse Well is only for the rad COCs When will samplmg oceur for the orgamcs
3.2.2.1 " and inor gamc {metals)“’ . _
Page. 3-13, ,
3225 ' : : : : :
38. | Page 3-12, : Prov1de a cross-section. It is unclear where Sr—90 is located now.
39. Page 3-13, . N ote that the pluton1um—239/240 is above TRU levels thhout countmg other transuramcs
g6 - . o
40. | Page3-14,last] | What data is thrs paragraph based on‘? Any borrngs elose by‘7
41. | Page3-16, o What are the values for nitrite and phosphate‘? ‘
rhe _ |
42. | Page 3- 45 & 46, Note that the 216-B~7A data for Pu“239/240 1ndrcate TRU levels at the bottom of the crib structure around 20
Figure 3-23 feet below ground surface. | _
43. | Page: 3-53, The figure’s title'is the Vertical and Lateral extent of Cesrum 137 at216-B-38 treneh How did you deterrmne
Figure 3-28 | the lateral extent on the south side of the crib? =
T The trench is over 300 ft in length How 1s one Cross sectron adequate characteﬂzatlon‘? Is thlS cross sectlon at
: T the pomt of dlscharge‘? : : :
44. .| Page 3-59. Good place to list Kds used. -
45, | Page. 3-59, Cheek the % volumetrlc morsture for the 216- B- 7A Cnb The Bulk Dens J and % Volumetrrc Mo1sture are the




| Table 3-1

- same for 216-B—7A‘

Page. 3-60,61,62, } MTCA is not the regulatmg authouty for the rad COC, so why not state the clean up values that apply?
Table 3-2
47. | Page: 3-61, The MTCA value for Total Uranivm-is 1. 05+04 Chrommm ITf value is 5.25E + 06. Where did you get the value
| Table 3-2° used for lead? Errorin MTCA value for Manganese, silver, and zinc. Where did you get the values for chloride,
BRI and sulfate?.
48. | Page. 3-64, '| Where did you get the sulfate value for Protection of Groundwater‘?
~ .| Table 3-3 '
49. | Pages. 3-65/3-66, | Background on' Total uranium is not con31stent w1th Table 3-3 Value Add the MICA C dlrect contact value for
| Table 3-4 - total uranium 1.05E+04. : R :
50. | Chapter 4: How did you deal with various uncertam‘ues in mventory, model l1m1tat1ons and use of stochastic vs,
' + General deterministic? The Hanford Systém-Assessment Capability (SAC), for example, uses multiple realizations of
input parameters to deal with uncertainties. The mput parameters used in this modelmg appear to be single
o values. ' - s
51. | Page 4-1, Has there been modehng done to help predlct bame1 performance for 216-B-577 It m1ght make sense {o model
' q1. . another 200-PW-5 site that is similar to 216-B-57 but that does not presently have a barrier. This might aid us in
P determining the appropriate level of performance for barrier systems that may be apphed for a remedy, espec1ally
- T : since we know: that we are. not likely to use the Hanford Barrier design. - '
52. | Page 4-1, List models used : :
53, | Page 4-1, Take out conservatwe 1'eferenc'e Disagree
" 54. | Pages. 4-1 -4-3 Prov1de the basw dJagrams of the geologlcal conceptual models of the vadose zone showmg sloping layers and
. Section 4.2 & 4.3 | other heterogeneities included in the various model (include both 200 East sites and 200 West Sites)
55, | Page 4-2, Seoond sentence. Please add the word “as” between ¢ ‘not” and “affected”
56. | Page 4-3, In what documents or databases are the moisture retent1on and hydrauhc conduct1v1ty data to be found‘? Please
- 92 list and add to references sectlon o
57.. | Section 4.4 TRE: “Soil hychauhcs properties for the different geologic umts were deVeloped from the existing database of =
" ' ' moisture retention: and unsaturated hydraulic conductivity data available at the Hanford Site:” -
e - This section should be expanded to describe the site- spec1f101ty of that data 1elat1ve to waste sites addressed in
this RL: A location figure:would be appropriate.. - : = o
¢ The Conclusions: (SBCthl’l 6) need to specifically address whether these data are of suff1c1ent quantity and
-quality.- That case should be built in this section in order to support the conclusmns For example was
: . Khaleel and Freeman reviewed and approved by regulatory agencies?
58. | Section 4.4

1Al but the first and: last is of this sectlon appear to be mtroductory so1l phys1cs text that is not used in Section 4.




Tt should be deleted.

;'-Page 4-5,

59. There isno d1scuss1on of what cedes were apphed to model fate and transport
“60. | Page4-5, The rev1s1on of de appears arb1trary Please defrne how de were determmed
61. | Page 4-5, _'We w1sh to better understand the practlce of revising distribution’ coeff1c1ents used in modehng to ﬁt sarnphng
ol 2. data. -Could you explain why this was done and what Justifies it considering the use of modeling in this case?”
62. | Page 4-6, | It would be a good idea to model the plutonium-239 out past 1000 years to see when and if the concentration
03 | peaks and dreps off, This is especially important because the RESRAD program outputs can become unstable
= ' | when one gets to the: multiple thousand year time frame ‘
63. [Page 4-7,1 - The last sentence is very speculauve L :
64. | Page 4-7, When discussing contaminaiits attenuatmg below MCLs w1thm 200 years, what are the 1espect1ve roles of
o q2. | diffysion versus decay for the radionuclides?: In other words, is there:alot of drspersmn or diffusion or is the
_ N attenuation mostly due to radiodctive decay?
65 | Page 4-7, This paragraph is difficult to read and sound like it contradlcts 1tself The second to the last paragraph stated that
463 none of the contaminants associated with the - :
216-B-7A Crib discharges have been detected in the groundwater ‘The last sentence- states that none of these
contarmnants are expected to pose a threat to groundwater durmg the 1 000 year s1mulat1on t1me
Crib 216 B-7A recelVed 75 times the pore volume The 1St sentence in next the paragraph stafes that nitrate and
| technetium reached the groundwater with concentratrons exceedmg thelr MCLs almost 1mmed1ately Please :
rewrite using clear language. - - -
66. -Page 4-8, 4.64, Same comment as above. Difficult to understand S : '
' 1St T Crib 216-B-38: How can none of. the contaminants pose a tlneat to groundwater but some of the COC were
above MCLs and still remain in the vadose zone? § _ .
67. _Page 4-9, { What do you thmk is the source of the techn1c1um—99 plume? o
. 68. |Paged-9, The “B—BX BY Field Invest1gat10n Repo ot does not appear in the list of references Please have the document
' 13 re-edited to check that all references are cited properly. and appear in the References section. |
69. | Page 4-10, Tt is not clear what you are trying to-say. ‘We need: some more explanatlon dealmg W1th the modehng of chfferent
: 3 distribution coefﬁcrents for the same contaminants. . . :
70, | Page. 4-11 | ' Why did you use the unlform d1str1but10n of co- eff1c1ent rd Also show the “G Zone What is the s1gn1flcance of G
| Figure 4-1 - | Zone? Please clarify - T
_71. | Pages 4-12 — 4-25 | Please rinall COC out past thelr respectrve peaks regardless of the trme-frame
‘72. | Page.4-27 Need more clarification on the. hydrogeologic properties- espec1ally on site spec1f1c data vs. reglonal data used in
| Table 4-1 the model vs. modeled value, Why are the soﬂ hydrauhc propernes used in the model kept W1th1n two standard
B | of deviation? Please clarify, .
73.- | Page 4-27-4-29, Unclear how the Kd valne was ptcked for the model We seem to jurnp between Column 2 and 3. Need to provrde




TTablod2

- _ justification. : : : e :
74. | Break through Please explain. why some of the break through curves show 100 years to decay €.g. due to 1nventory of waste 1f
_ curves . so how much, etc, : : :
" 75. | Section 5.0 General: Were all the exposure pathways evaluated‘? For example‘ vapors, petroleum mixtures, sp1lls etc.’
o e - An uncertainty section should be provided:as described in chapter five of the HSRAM.
- 76. | 'Section 5.1, The statement that “The 200 Area Ecological Evaluation report has additional details on the BDAC document
o 42 | misleading. One of the specific comments‘on the 200 Area Ecological Evaluation Report was that: -
: ' “The BDAC has an undefined regulatory standing. Its usage as a TBC may be appropriate, but the text
- needs to support that use in a much better manner.- The history of radiological criteria for eco-system
-protection would be helpful. It would be helpful to make a clear statément that there are no regulatory
“criteria for protecting biota from radroactlwty (which does appear on pg. 1-3). <~ '
K : This comment also- applies to this RI Repoit, and additional explanation of BDAC Should be added to this report
77. | Page.5-3,2 | Trucks transported waste. Had spills been evaluated? -
78. | Page. 5-3, Reference to “these” OUs'in a new paragraph should be changed to “200 TW 1, 200 TW 2 and 200- PW-5 OUs.”
lastq
79. | Page. 5-3, | Paragraph states that the Hanford Sn‘e Graundwarer Momronng for Fiscal Year 2001 evaluated the risks for
lastq - “these OUs” and implies that casuial reader could go to that report and find the relevant discussion. Whereas the
| | table of.contents for the referenced: report calls out 100 Area operable umts by name, it does not do so for the 200
: | Area. This text should be revised. L : : :
80. | Page. 5-3, The reference to risk assessment in the Hanford Site Groundwater Momtormg Jor Fiscal Year 2001 is
| lastq inappropriate because the latter documetit has not been rev1ewed and approved by the regulator agenc1es The .
reference in this context should be deleted. - ' : :
81. | Page. 5-3, The discussion of groundwater use is inconsistent with the Trl-Party agencies response to Hanford Advrsory
o last q Board (HAB) Advice #132, “Exposure Scenarios Task Force on the 200 Area” and'should be revised.
- 82. | Page.5-4 It there isan uncertamty section, where is it located?
bullet 6 - : - : : : L
83. |Page.5-5 ' Nltrate mtnte ﬂuorlde etc all have reference doses and could add to the overall risk at the site. A soil cleanup
s value protective of groundwater can. be.calculated with the model prowded in the latest update of MTCA. These
: _ contaminants of ¢oncern should not be deleted. : :
84. | Page. 5-6 'Please cite the gu1dance that allows screening if a chemical does not have a background value Uramurn should
- 194 o be evaluated based on its radiochemical and non-radiochemical niephrotoxicity properties. .~
85. | Page.5-7 - Shallow zone samples-were compared to method C values for soil. They should also be compared to: method B
93 soil values for the protection of groundwater Ecology will require evaluat1on of the soil data to ensure that'it.-
] - ' does not impact futuré groundwater use.
86. | Page. 5-7, Screening may have to be performed again as the groundwater pathway should be turned on in RESRAD for the
- 4. ' period after 150 years to indicate risks from contaminants in these operable units.
- 87. | Page. 5-7, Please add "among others" at the end of the second sentence in order to show that this listing of s1te-spec1f1c
‘ 7 ) values is not all 1nc1us1ve This way, you don't have to go to sectron 5.4.2 (or Table 5-6) to flnd thls out.




' _Pa'ge;S —.8',_ |

88. The 1ndustr1al scenario assumes that.no groundwater from the waste sites wrll be used for drinking water or
195. irrigation. HAB advice #132, dated July 11, 2002, anticipates “that’ groundwater contamination under the Core
| Zone will preclude beneficial use for the foreseeable future, which is at least the period of waste management and |
' : institutional coitrols: (150 yrs.)”. Please include-an analysrs of the groundwater pathway beyond 150 yrs.
~ 89. | Page 5-8, ‘Sites B-46, T-26, and B-57 haye clean covers, yet the coveris nol included in the dose calculations. The dose
96 | calculations: should include a case with.the cover, as this is the most realistic scenario. Calculations with no cover :
' | can-also. be shown asa boundmg case to simulate; for example an 1ntruder scenario, but they. should be labeled as
. o such. .. . . C )
- 90. | Page. 5-9, i Please indicate the bas1s for the cover th1ckness at site B-7A A ‘cover th1cl<ness of 0 3 meters is not effectwe for -
I L long term protection, as.it will erode away in 300 years with the assumed cover erosion rate. ;
91.- | Page 5-10, The target dose for.the. industrial scenario for non- radlologlcal workers is 13 mrem/year, not 100. Obvrously, the -
' 9 4. | industrial scenario contains important drfferences in exposure and pathways from the residential scenario, but the -
e target dose is. the same. There needs to be a correction made everywhere this is-in error in the document.. _
92. | Page. 5-11, Since the target level is really 15 mrem, the statement in thrs paragraph that the target level isn't exceeded wrth a
1§22 ' value of 17.2 is incorrect. ‘Please rewrite to fix this, x
93, | Page.5-11, | Again, risk cannot be greater than'1. Please correct thls ptoblem
S N : '
© 94, | Page. 5-11, - “The rtsk estlmates for site B-38 with-no cover are greater than unity,: for example-a risk of 2. 1 at yéar 0 It is
197 '1mposs1ble for the risk to be greater than 1, so any risks- greater than unity should be changed.
95. | Section 5.5 We dlsagree that “a-substantial portlon of the problem formulation and toxicity evaluation elements-of the— - —— |-
screenmg—level risk assessment” have been completed 7 The Ecologzcal Evaluation of the Hanford 200 Areas -
- | Phase I: Compilation of Existing 200 Area Ecological Data was rejected because it was substantiaily incomplete, -
The U.S. Department of Energy has not submitted a satisfactory ecological évaluation for the 200 Area. This
_remedral 1nvest1gat10n reports is 1neomp1ete witheut charactenzatron of blota elther by reference oron a stand- -
ST { alone basis. . : SN : n
96. | Page. 5-12 | A d1scussron of non—rad1010g1cal ecologtcal rlsk screemng needs to be added Why were only w1ld11fe values
: section 5.5 | from table 749-3 WAC 173-340 used?
' 97. | Page. 5-13 | DOE’s technical standard for screening radlonuchde concentrat1ons harmful to b1ota was desi gned 0 protect
SRR S : ] populattons Itis madequate to demonstrate the required protection of individuals among threatened and’
| endangered species. . It is unclear what speeres 1equ1re protectton because DOE has not completed a screenmg
C | level: ecologrcal evaluation for the 200 Area, :
98. | Page 5-13 | CERCLA (40 CFR 300.430) also fequires evaluatlons to demonstrate protectxon of sensrtrve hab1tats Bmlogwal
S U 1 surveys.of the Hanford site by the Nature Couservancy have identified species that are “new to science” or
| unique to Hanford, - The habitat of those species may qualify as “sensitive habitats™ even though the species are
not listed as threatened or endangered. This RI report is incomplete because it does not show (elther drrectly or
_ o by reference) that adequate characterization has been done to demonstrate protectiveness.
99. | Page. 5-15, | The flow cliart portion for A has an error. The cut off value for eliminating a direct exposure COC from
' Figure 5-2. consrderatrou should be 1% not. 10%. Hopefully, 10% wasn't used for the actual screening.




100. | Page. 5-26, Both of these plots are in 61‘101 since there cannot be a risk greater than 1. Please at least 1nclude some text
' Figure 5-12. explaining the quirk in the program when risk gets so close to 1. S :
101. | Page. 5-36, 1 In the Exposure Point Concentration column, the value for. copper probably needs to match the Value n the
Table 5-2. - Maximum Result column. .
102. | Page 5-45, ‘Need to put correct reference in instead of “See Table 4- X ?
| Table 5-6 | - - ‘
103. | Page. 5-45, Table 5—6 lrsts the parameter values for several pararneters that are not used for the selected exposure pathways.
"~ | Table 5-6: These parameters should be omitted from Table 5-6 as they only add confusion. Examples include ‘Length
Parallel to. Aquifer Flow’, ‘Humldrty in- A1r’ ‘Watershed area for nearby stream or pOnd’ and ‘Accuracy for -
water/soil computations’ .
104. | Page. 5-45, | The ‘Cover Depth {Cover)’ parameter values for sites B 7A and B-38 afe incotrect in Tabla 5-6, -They should be
- | Table 5-6 0.3 and 3, instead of 1 and 10. The 1 and 10 refer to the cover depth in unrts of feet, but RESRAD requrres input
e ' in units of meters.
105. | Page 5-46, " The listed evapotransprratlon coeff1c1ent is incorrect. It should be () 91 Please check the modelmg to make sure
Table 5-6 the incorrect value was not used. ] : : » ‘
106. | Page. 5-47, Table 5-7, for site B-46, has omltted the constituent ‘total uranium’ (whlch is l1sted in Table 5- 5) Please e1ther
. Table 5-7. include uranium in Table 5-7 for site B-46, or provide an explanatiotr as to'why it is omitted.
107. | Page. 5-47, - For radionuclides that have documented Hanford Site background concentrations (given in Table 5-7), please
“Table. . clarify. whether the background concentrations were subtracted from the maximum sampling results to obtain the
o RESRAD 1nput concentrations? Although this will have a small impact at these sites because the background
L concentration is small compared to the maximum result, it is important to follow a standard procedure.
108. | Page. 6-1,6.1 - [ 'The third 200-TW-2 representatlve site, 216-B-5 Reverse Well sampled for Rad. Only. How does this sarnphng
g | satisfy RCRA. :
109. | General The conclusions need to tie back to the purposes stated in Sect1on 1. 1 30 conclusions should also be revised in
_ response to comments about Section 1.1. :
110. | General The conclusions are very focused on the COCs for confrrmatory samp]mg (Table 6-2) The conclus1ons should
: ' | also make conclusrons about what other-type of data will be needed durmg cenflrmatory samphng Kd would
3 e | warrant some specific discussion in the conclusions. S :
111. | General | There appears to be substantial uncertainty about the extent of contarmnatton €8
L Iy _Pg 3-8, §6 “Additional assessment of potentlal impact to groundwater is constramed at this s1te because soil’
- data were only collected to a depth of 35 ft (10.7m) bgs.”
. Pg 3-8, I7 “. .. suggesting the likelihood of i 1mpact to- groundwater
e Pg.3-11,92 “Th1s information suggests that . :
o -Pg. 3-14, last‘][ “This information indicates that :
As these representative sites are intended to prov1de a worst case” conceptual model for the uncharacterlzed
waste sites; it would be approprrate to either make more definitive c¢onclusions or, conclude that add1t1onal RI
' characterization is required. - The conclusions section should be revised accordingly.

112.

General

| This purported ‘conclusions” section neither summiarizes nor repeats the apparently much more detailed




conclusions elsewhere in the report (e.g., end of Sectmn 4.6 and all of Section 4.7 -~ “conclusions.” Likewme

i Section 5 conclusions do not track well to Section 6. This RI Report reads as if separate sections were prepared

by separate authors without being integr ated at Section 6.. The report should have a detailed technical edlt that
goes beyond gtanunatlcal editing,

113.

Page 6- 2 The exposure pathway model for what ou? Do you mean the 200—TW—1 and 2 OUS“? Please clanfy
: q3.
114. | Page.6-2, | Why does the contaminant dlstnbuuon model and exposure model point listed only address rad1at10n‘? Where in
- q6 , section 3.3 were these models presented? ' :
115. | Section 6.1.2 s This section would be a good place to draw the conclusmn about whether the re\used coneeptual models are
R still valid for all waste sites (not just representative waste sites), which would in turn support the conclusion
about whether or not the RI has collected data of sufficient quantity and quality.
s The waste sites could then be hsted (tabulated) 50 that the rev1ewer doesn’t have to refer back tothe RI work
- plan. -
- | o - Likewise, could Table 6.2 be revised to: conclude which Speclf c s1tes would merit conflrmatory samplmg‘?
116. | Sections 6.2 and | Sections 6.2 and 6.3 contaizis no “conclusions” (the major heading for Section 6.0) and should be deleted. It
6.3 appears to be a re-hash of' prev10us matenal regardmg piocess denved from the 1mplementat1on plan and work
—_— _ | plan.
117, | Page. 6-3,6.2.1, Delete W1th
_3Y9, 3" line - - - - -
11R. | Page 64, 5 Does th]S mean that the basehne nsk assessment w111 be documented in the FS‘?
- | (first bullet of last-| - .~ - - :
: | set), - _ .
119. | Page. 6-5, 6. 23, | Need spacing between the 1% and 2™ sentence.
. 1St ([[ . : . . N
-120. Page 6- 5 o The second sentence about Ecology getting EPA approval isn’t well written.
121. :Page 6 6 The second sentence about Ecology getting EPA approval isn’t well written
122, Page 6;6;, : - In .the last s'entence do you mean Table 6-27 - :
123, Page 0-6, f We need to chscuss the 10g1c used in elmnnatlng COCS ongmally provxded in the work plan
i | -
124. | Page 6.7, ' The total mammum EXcess 11fet1me cancer risk from rad1ologlcal COCs for the 216 B-38 trench is listed as: bemg
- | Table 6-1. 2.1 X10° or 2.1. How could risk; ‘which when provided correctly is a probability from 0'to 1, be hlgher than 17
125. | Page. 6-7, ‘| What are the non-radlologwai contarmnants for the 216-]3 5 Reverse Well‘? '
+ .| Table 6-1
- 126. | Page: 6-7, What does the Hanford Bamer aver waste s1te 216 B 57 have to do w1th the non- radlologwal contammants of

Table 6-1

' concern‘?




127. | Page. 6-7, Where are the non-cancer (HQ) risks for non-radiological const1tuents‘?
. - | Table 6-1 ) -
128. | Page. 6-7, What are you usmg for the MCL values for non- rad1ologrca19 D1rect exposure or groundwater‘?
- |- Table 6-1. : : -
129, Page B-1, B What checks were done {0 make sure that the: clata from earlier studres (used for representatwe sites from 200-BP-
1 (Appendix B). 1 for example) met or approximated the QA/QC and sampling requirements that the more recent 200-TW-1-and 2,
- ; ' field and lab work had to meet? , -
130. | Page B-4, Why isn’t there a value for potass1um—40 for the 197 50-198.80 spht sample"
Table B-1 S
131. | Page B-5, ' What happened_ to make the high uranit_tm reading (for interval 34-36.50) only an estimate?
' Table B-1.
132. | Page B-14, The “B” footnote is'used for methylene ~chloride. However it refers to the MDA (minimum detectable activity)
Table B-5 which is a radiological measure. Shouldn’t it say MDL (method detection limit)?
133. | Page B-24, Why are there two values that are exactly the same for ces1um 1377
- | _Table B-8 - |
134. | Page B-26; How could the “B” footnote (“-. . .result_ is less t_haﬂ reporting limit”) be valid for such a high total uranium
| Table B-8 number? :
- 135, | Page B-35, - What happened that caused the: rmddle mtervals to be estimates for the morgamc melals and some of the general
_ _Table B-13. chemicals? . - = ‘ : -
136. 'Appendrx C ' Provide reason for using d1fferent de for same contaminants to match the field data Can you do a better hrstory
' | malching using a range of values?
137. General Provide specific details on the modeling parameters e.g. size, grid pattem etc. -
138. | General How this modeling study conforms to sitewide SAC with respect to data on mventory, release models
S uncertainty, etc. Please clarify s - :
139. | Appendices A It wouldn’t hurt to have some interpretive text to a1d in v1ewmg the tables espec1ally for the modelmg in
and C Appendrx C
EPA COMN[ENTS

- 1-5, 13-16, 24- 25 28 31,34, 39 41 42 45, 51 55 56 59 61—64 67, 69 86 &7, 91 93, 99- 102 105 113 118 120-124, 129 135, and 139.
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